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Chapter I 
Introduction 
Sensitivity training is one type of experience-based 
learning. Pe.rticipants work together in a small group 
over an extended period of time, learning through analy-
sis of their own exneriences, including feelings, 
reactions, perceptions, and behaviour (Seashore, 1968, 
p.2). 
Sensitivity groups provide an opportunity for psychological 
development and growth. But who narticipates in a sensitivity 
group? Is that person different from one who does not par-
ticipate? There have been no scientific investigations of 
this question, but it has been suggested in the popular media 
(Callahan, 1969) that participants of sensitivity groups 
differ from non-participants in that although they "think" 
and "feel" about current problems, they do not actively work 
toward their solution. 
Current theories regarding the value of sensitivity 
groups {e.g., Egan, 1970) would predict the opposite. They 
wo.uld nredict that those who enter sensitivity groups are 
curious, interested in new and unknown adventures and want to 
develop themselves to the full extent of their potential; that 
sensitivity group particinants are concerned with problems in 
modern society and actively work toward solutions; that par-
ticipants have a wider range of interests than non-participants; 
and that participants have a greater sense of adventure than 
those who have had the same opportunity to enter such a group 
but have not done so. 
The current problem, then, is to compare attitudinal 
characteristics of a~nsitivity group participants and non-
participants. Specifically, the attitudinal characteristics 
of social and political awareness and activity, interest pat-
terns, and adventurousness were chosen. The hypotheses ares 
1. Sensitivity group participants are more socially 
and politically aware and active than non-partici-
pants. 
2. Participants 1n sensitivity groups have a wider· 
range of interests than non-participants. 
3. Participants in sensitivity groups are more 
adventurous than non-participants. 
4. Participants rated by the group leader as 
high-active-involved within the sensitivity 
group are more active socially and politically 
than sensitivity group participants rated low-
active-involved. 
-Chapter II 
Review £! Literature 
One of the main problems confronting the sensitivity 
group researcher is the fact that the phenomenon he is study-
ing is not a unitary one. Sensitivity groups vary in size, 
length, purpose, methods, as well as participants. Gibb (1970) 
1utlines eleven different varieties of groups: creat1v1ty-
growth, marathon, emergent, authenticity, T groups, programmed, 
micro-experience, inquiry, embedded, d1scuss1on, and instruc-
tional. Considering such differences, it is difficult, if 
not erroneous, to study the phenomenon scientifically as a 
whole, to relate previous studies to current research, or to 
generalize conclusions beyond the specific group studied. 
Goals £! Sensitivity Groups 
For purposes of the current study, sens1t1vity groups 
are defined as those groups which have as their primary 
goalss (a) personal awareness, (b) increased reactivity to 
others• feelings and needs, and (c) increased effectiv~ness 
of communication. Several studies (Bloomberg, Bloomberg and 
Miller, 1969; Culbert, Clark and Bobele, 1968; Gottschalk and 
Pattison, 1969; Kuehn and Crinella, 1969; Miles, 1960; Rogers, 
1969) have supported the effectiveness of sensitivity groups in 
meeting such goals. Bloomberg and his associates (1969) were 
enthus1ast1c 1n their observations of intensive group experi-
ences: 
• • • the 1ntensi ve group hs.d a profound emotional impact 
that promoted a recognition of human interdependence 
among the participants ••• Participants came to see them-
selves as being much more alike than different and truly 
available to each other at moments of reaching ou.t. (p. 95) 
Other studies (e.g. Crawshaw, 1969) urge caution in assuming 
the effectiveness of such goals. He cited three cases of 
emotional disturbance which were aggravated by sensitivity 
training, and cautioned that freedom of choice to enter a sen-
sitivity group must be paramount; that there should be 
follow-up studies, and that the trainer's responsibility 
towards the participants should be greater. 
To provide a possible methodology for answering the 
inherent difficulties of studying sensit1v1ty training goals 
across groups, Egan (1970) has proposed the contract group. 
As Egan describes it, the sensitivity group experience is 
primarily one of attempted psychologios.l growth and maturity. 
The p~rson wants to:-become more able to understand and/or 
accept himself, to be more open and honest with others and 
react to them in a more mutually profitable way. It is a 
process of psychic growth, when the sensitivity group .1s 
successful. However, 1n many cases, such groups fall far 
short of their stated objectives. Participants are not sure 
how to behave and trainers may not give proper guidance to the 
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group. A climate~or psychological safety, which is essential 
to a successful sensitivity group experience, is not always 
achieved. 
The contract group differs from others in the degree 
of structure provided for the participant. This structure is 
provided by the contract (see Appendix B) which each partici-
pant agrees to at the outset. The contract explains the 
nature of group goals and interactions, and urges participants 
to experiment with these ways of interacting: self-disclosure, 
expression of feelings, listening, support, confrontation, and 
response to confrontation. Ultimately, then, the value of 
the contract group is that the degree to which members meet 
or do not meet the contracted goals is dependent on differ-
ences among participants. The structure and function of a 
contract group is consistent and clearly defined. 
Participant Changes 
The bulk of research on group goals has been defined 
in terms of before-after changes in participants, the group 
experience being the intervening variable. 
Pre- and post- changes in ~ehavior, self-concept and 
identity have been the most frequently studied participant 
variables. Schutz (1966) investigated personal reactions to 
and changes because of sensitivity group participation by 
means of a FIRO-B"' questionnaire administered before, after, 
and six months after group participation. Eighty-three per 
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cent of the participants reported increased intellectual . 
understanding, increased personal effectiveness, and de-
creased tension. However, this global conclusion is affected 
by several inequities between the experimental and control 
groups in terms of relative age ranges, intervals between 
testing, and base rates on the initial testing. The six-
mont~ questionnaire, on which many of the results are based, 
was not administered to the control group. 
Kalb, Winter and Berlew (1968) did two experiments 
on a method for self-directed behavior change which they 
adapted to fit the sensitivity group situation. They com-
pared ·two experimental groups, which had different conditions, 
directions, and methods. They concluded that in order for 
self-directed behavior change to be maximally lasting and 
effective, the person must (a) investigate his own personality, 
(b) choose a well-defined goal, (c) keep objective records of 
his progress, and perhaps most importantly (d) receive feed-
back from others on his progress. 
CUlbert and his associates (1968) found behavioral 
correlates of self-actualizing values on the basis of pre- and 
post-sensitivity group measures of self-actualization, on the 
Shostrom (1962) Personal Orientation Inventory. Again, these 
conclusions may be suggestive, but were affected by very small 
samples (N=20), whose POI pre-test performances were not com-
pared for significant d,ifferences. 
Baumgartel and Goldstein (1967) investigated changes 
1n sensitivity group participants according to how they 
viewed their group leaders (trainers), and predicted three 
specific behavior changes toward the behavior of the trainer. 
only one of the pred~cted changes was significant. Along the 
same lines, Cooper (1969) theorized that participants• per-
ceptions of trainer characteristics would determine which of 
three processes of social influence (compliance, identifica-
tion, or internalization) might result. In a well-designed 
and well-executed study, Cooper found that when a trainer was 
attractive to a participant, the participant tended to identify 
with him and become more like him in attitude and behavior. 
When the trainer was viewed as sincere and true to himself 
(self-congruent), the participant tended to change so as to 
foster his own self-congruence. 
Myers, Myers, Goldberg and Welch {1969) investigated 
changes in sensitivity to others, among 69 participants in a 
sensitivity group workshop. They found that group members 
who received support from others became more sensitive to 
interpersonal relationships and social interaction. This 
finding cannot be attributed solely to the sensitivity group 
experience, however, since the authors failed to control for 
a desire to conform to group norms on the part of the partici-
pants. 
Two authors investigated identity and self-concept 
changes. Lundgren (1968} 1nvest1gated changes in public 
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identity and self-identity; he found that a person becomes 
more realistic in his estimation of himself as others see him 
after the sensitivity group experience. In a well-designed 
study, Brook (1968) found that sensitivity training did not 
significantly alter self-perceptions for his sample. 
Screening ,2! Participants 
One of the most important inconsistencies in the 
sensitivity group literature is the concentration on partici-
pant changes with little or no attention given to the investi-
gation of participant characteristics prior to their group 
experience. This issue is particularly relevant since pre-
and post- participant changes in groups controlled for struc-
ture and function (for example, the contract group) may be 
the best indices of the effectiveness of sensitivity groups. 
Selection of participants for a sensitivity group is 
not at all strictly regimented. Often, anyone who wants to 
participate may do so, providing the opportunity presents 
itself. Kuehn and Crinella (1969), however, feel there should 
be a definite preselection procedure so that those individuals 
who cannot deal effectively with the group experience and/or 
cannot benefit from 1t could be excluded from the group. 
Those who should be excluded, according to these authors, 
are psychotics, characterologic neurotics, hysterics, and 
those in emotional crisis. Gottschalk and Pattison (1969) 
also, in an overview of group experiences, note the lack of 
p 
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adequate participant criteria. 
The current study, then, 1s an effort to begin at the 
beginning, to resolve the inconsistency inherent in studying 
population changes without a knowledge of base-line population . 
characteristics, by trying to determine relevant and distin-
guishing attitudinal characteristics of sensitivity group 
participants. 
Subjects 
CHAPTER III 
Methodology 
The subjects were 86 undergraduate and graduate stu-
dents at Loyola University in Chicago. They were divided into 
two groups: (a) those currently enrolled in a sensitivity 
group (Experimental group, N=59), and (b) those students 
enrolled in a Psychology course, but without current or past 
participation in a sensitivity group (Control group, N=27). 
As seen in Table 1, Experimental subjects were on the 
average about four years older than Control subjects and 
covered a somewhat greater age range. Interestingly, there 
were almost twice as many male participants as female group 
members. The distribution of subjects in terms of educational 
level was not unusual for either Experimental or Control 
groups. 
Instruments 
For purposes of the present study, a general question-
naire was constructed (see Appendix A). The questionnaire 
asked for information of a biographical nature, and for major 
activities and interests. In addition, a rating sheet was 
Subjects 
Experimental 
(N=59) 
Control 
(N=27) 
Table l 
DEMOGRAPHIC DATA FOR 59 EXPERIMENTAL 
AND 27 CONTROL SUBJECTS 
-11-
Chronological Educational 
Age Sex Level 
M SD Range M F Fr So Jr Sr Grad 
24.71 i.94 19-38 39 20 0 14 9 20 12 
21.00 0.96 17-40 11 16 l 12 4 8 l 
* Part-time, undeclared major, or special students. 
Other• 
4 
1 
constructed by which the trainers evaluated each participant 
on the intensity of his involvement in the sensitivity group 
(see A~pendix C). High-involved participants received ratings 
of 8 to 10 on at least 75% of the items. Low-involved members 
received ratings of l.to 4 on 75% of the items. 
Since the current study relies heavily on the self-
report inventory, a consideration of its advantages and dis-
.advantages is in order here. The-self-report inventory has a 
long history of use in psychology, beginning with Woodworth's 
Personal Data Sheet (Woodworth, 1919), and continuing to the 
present. The self-report inventory provides a convenient 
format for gaining information in a ~nner which is standard-
ized for all subjects, easy to administer, score, and to 
answer (Sarason, 1966). It provides a method for gaining 
information which often cannot be learned in any other way, 
and makes objective comparisons between subjects possible •. 
However, there are problems of faking, social desira-
bility, and other response sets which especially affect self-
report inventories (Anastasi, 1968; Cronbach, 1946; Edwards, 
1953; and Jackson & Messick, 1958). The influence of these 
factors varies according to the purposes of the test and its 
method of construction (Anastasi, 1968; Cronbach, 1946; 
Sherif & Cantril, 1945). In the current study, faking and 
social desirability were minimized (a) by adding buffer 
questions in order to disguise the desired responses, (b) by 
calling for anonymity, so that subjects would have little at 
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stake, and (o) by stressing the research purpose of the 
questionnaire, to minimize its importance to the subject per-
sonally. Although .it was hoped that these precautions would 
minimize the effect of response sets, they still are a factor 
to be considered in the discussion of results. 
Procedure 
The questionnaires were given to both groups of sub-
jects (to the Experimental group at the last sensitivity 
training session, and to the Control group, in class the same 
day), and the rating sheets given to their trainers. 
Each questionnaire was scored on each of six variabless 
1. Social Issue Value .2f Interests - how many of the 
lO:socio-politically relevant interests were 
checked. 
2. Intensitl .2f. Socio-Eolitical Interests - how many 
of their top three interests were socio-political 
in nature. 
J. Intensitl !2!. Involvement _!!! Socio-Eolitical 
Interests - total score for socio-political inter-
ests rated on part c. 
4. Socio-polit~cal Activity - how many of que~tions 
Al, 2, 3, 4 and 6 were answered YES. 
5. Intensity .Q! Overall Involvement - total score of 
interests rated on part c, regardless of their 
nature. 
6. Range .2f Interests - how many of the thirty-eight 
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areas of interest were checked. 
An over-all Socio-Political Index was calculated - the total 
of variables 1,2,J, and 4. 
So that the judges could not be biased in their ratings, 
the questionnaires were coded according to group (Experim~ntal 
or Control) and the question distinguishing between the two 
groups (Have you ever been 1n a sensitivity group?) was 
removed. Three judges were asked to use an 8-point scale to 
rate each person on two variables - socio-political interest 
and adventurousness. The judges knew nothing of the study 
other than what was told them in the scoring instructions 
(Appendix D). They were all Ph.D. psychologists, well qualified 
to make clinical judgements. 
When they had been divided according to the trainer's 
ratings of involvement, the 14 high- and 12 low-involved 
sensitivity group participants were compared to each other and 
the control group on ea.oh of the six objectively rated variables. 
For all other comparisons as well as correlations with objective 
measures, the total Experimental group (N=59) was compared to 
the Control group (N=27). 
p 
Chapter IV 
Results ~ Conclusions 
9uant1tative Results 
The raw scores for all subjects are g1ven in Appendix 
E. Table 2 presents the results of comparisons of the total 
sensitivity group, high-involved, low-involved, vs. control 
group on the objective Index of Socio-Pol1tical Activity. 
On the objective Socio-Pol1tical Index, three of the 
four comparisons showed significant differences. The total 
sensitivity group was significantly more socio-politically 
aware and active than the controls. Contrary to expectation, 
the low-involved group was significantly more socio-politically 
aware and active than the control group, while the difference 
between the high-involved group and control group was not 
significant. Consequently, it seems the low-involved sensi-
tivity group participants contributed far more to the total 
difference between sensitivity group and control than the 
high-involved group. 
Table 3 gives specific results on each of the six 
objective variables measured for high-involved, low-involved, 
and control groups. These six variables are 1) Social Issue 
Value of Interest, 2) Intensity of Socio-Political Interests, 
3) Intensity of Involvement in Socio-Political Interests, 
4) Socio-Political Activity, 5) Intensity of Overall Involve-
Table 2 
SOCIO-POLITICAL AWARENESS INDEX 
Group Means 
Experimental vs. 7.32 
Control 4.93 
High vs. Low 6.36 
Involved 9 .. 42 
High vs. 6.36 
Control 4.93 
Low vs. 9.42 
Control 4.93 
* Significant at .05 level 
** Significant at .01 level 
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t 
2.39* 
-1.92* 
l.OJ 
2.75** 
··~ 
Table 3 
SOCIO-POLITICAL INTEREST AND ACTIVITY AS 
MEASURED BY SIX OBJECTIVE VARIABLES 
Grour Variable 
l 2 3 4 .s 6 
m t m t m t m t m t m t 
Exr.ierimental 4.04 0.46 l.69 l. ll ll. lO 14.30 
vs. 2.74* 0.43 0.82 0.63 0.70 l. 70 
Control 2.50 0.37 l.18 0.96 ll.60 14.10 
High vs. Low 3. 7l 0.42 l.69 0.78 ll.20 13.10 
-2.85* -0.38 -0.65 -2.93* -2.38* -1. 31 
Involved 4.40 0.50 l.80 1.50 13. l 0 15.60 
High 3. 71 0.42 l.69 0.78 11.20 13.10 
vs. l.70 0.26 0.64 1.30 -0.46 -0.60 
Control 2.50 0.37 l.18 0.96 ll.59 14. l 0 
Low 4.40 0.50 l.80 l.50 13. l 2 15.60 
vs. 2.81* 0.59 2.42* l. 74 l.72 -0.65 
Control 2.50 0.37 l.18 0.96 ll .59 14. l 0 
* Significant at the .05 level 
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ment, and 6) Range of Interests. 
The only significant difference between sensitivity 
group participants and controls is on socio-political interests 
(Variable 1). The participants had a significantly higher 
number of socio-pol1~ical interests checked than the controls. 
Again, however, the bulk of the variance was provided by the 
Low-Involved participants. Thus, the hypothesis that sensi-
tivity group participants would be more socially and politically 
interested was confirmed in this sample (but the hypothesis 
of greater social and political activity {Variable 4) was not 
confirmed). 
Hypothesis 2, that of a wider range of interests for 
sens1t1v1ty group participants (Variable 6), was not confirmed. 
Hypothesis 4, that the high-involved sensitivity group 
participants would be more socio-politically interested and 
active than the low-involved group had sign1f icantly more 
socio-political interests (Variable l), was significantly more 
socio-politically active (Variable 4), and rated their involve-
ment in their interests significantly higher (Variable 5) 
than the high-involved group. 
Judge§' Ratings 
Adventurousness and Socio-Pol1tical Interest, as 
rated for each subject by three clinical judges, are listed 
I in Appendix F. Pearson correlations adjusted by z transforma-
tions and standard errors of estimate, to determine interjudge 
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reliability are presented in Table 4. 
For Socio-Political interest, the judges' ratings were 
significantly intercorrelated, indicating that their ratings on 
this variable were consistent. On the Adventurousness variable, 
two of the three correlations were significant, but the correla-
tions on this var1Able were noticeably lower than on Socio-
Political Interest. 
T-tests were done to determine if any significant 
differences existed between total sensitivity and control, 
high- and low-involved sensitivity groups, high-involved and 
control, and low-involved and control, according to the judges' 
ratings of Socio-Poli ti cal awstreness and a.c ti vi ty. These 
results are given in Table 5. 
The ratings of Judge J yielded the only significant 
differences, between total sensitivity group and control, and 
both high- and low-involved sensitivity groups and control. 
Neither of the other judges differentiated between experimental 
and control groups, but the rRtings of Judge 2, though of 
smaller magnitude, followed the trend of Judge J. 
Table 6 gives t-values for comparisons of total 
sensitivity group and control on the .~dventurousness variable, 
according to the judges' ratings. 
The ratings of Judges 2 and 3 both showed significant 
(p~.005) differences between the two groups on the adventurous-
ness variable. 
Judges' Rat1n5s ~· Objective Scores 
Pearson correlations were calculated to determine the 
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Table 4 
INTERJUDGE RELIABILITY 
Socio-Pol1t1oal Interest Adventurousness 
r z' r z' 
Judge 1 vs. 
Judge 2 • .56 .66* .45 .49* 
Judge 2 vs. .64 .76* .15 .15 
Judge J 
Judge 1 vs. .61 .71* .JO .Jl* 
Jlldge J 
Standard Error = .10.5 
* Significant at .0.5 level 
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Table 5 
JUDGES' RATINGS OF SOCIO-POLITICAL INTEREST 
Judge 1 Judge 2 Judge J 
Grou12 Means t Means t Means t 
High vs. 4.07 -0.85 J.36 -0.19 J.43 -0.63 
Low Involved 4.67 3.50 3.75 
High vs. 4.07 -0.12 3.36 0.63 J.4J 1.81* 
Control 4.15 2.93 2.56 
Low vs. 4.67 0.73 3.50 0.95 3.75 2.59* 
Control 4.15 2.93 2.56 
Experimental vs. 4.39 0.53 J.39 1.05 3.36 2.29* 
Control 4.15 2.93 2.56 
*Significant at .05 level 
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Table 6 
JUDGES' RATINGS OF ADVENTUROUSNESS 
Judge 1 Judge 2 Judge J 
Grou;e Means t Means t Means t 
High vs. 6.oo 1.24 4.64 0.98 J.78 
Low Involved 5.08 4.oo 3.25 1.08 
High vis. 6.oo 1.60 4.64 7.44* 3.78 5.15* 
Control 5.07 1.44 l.Jl 
Low vs. 5.08 0.02 4.oo 5.4.5* 3.25 4.41* 
Control 5.07 1.44 l.Jl 
Experimental vs. 5.34 0.60 4.oo S·"'S* J.42 6.0J* Control 5.07 1.44 l.Jl 
*Significant at .05 level 
extent of agreement between the objective (overall Socio-
Pol1 tical Index) and subjective measures of Socio-Political 
awareness and activity. Table 7 gives the results. 
All correlations were significant, indicating good 
correspondence between objective and subjective measures of 
socio-political awareness and activity. 
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Table 7 
OBJECT!~ SCORES vs. JUDGES' RATINGS 
Comparison Correlation Transf 01mation 
r z 
Objective 
vs. .53 -59* 
Judge 1 
Objective 
vs. .46 .49* 
Judge 2 
Objective 
vs. .65 .78* 
Judge J 
*S1gn1f1cant at the .05 level 
Chapter V 
Discussion 
Hypothesis 1, that people who participated in sensi-
tivity groups would be more socially and politically 
interested and active than non-participants, received mixed 
support. On the overall objective Index, sensitivity group 
participants were significantly more socio-politically aware 
and active than control subjects. When this was broken down 
into individual objective variables, however, the only 
difference was in the number of socio-political interests. 
And on the clinical ratings, only one judge of three dif-
ferentiated s1gnif icantly between experimental and control 
groups, in terms of soc1o-pol1t1cal interests and activity. 
On the basis of this evidence, conclusions are tentative. 
The pattern of results suggests several possibilities: 
(a) sensitivity group participants are more interested but 
not more active in the socio-political realm than non-
participants; (b) the measures are inaccurate; or (c) 
clinical ratings and objective ratings are measuring different 
factors. Since the objective scores point to socio-political 
interest as factoring heavily in the group differences, and 
two of three judges did not rate the groups significantly 
different, perhaps the judges weighed socio-political activity 
heavily in their assessment of the questionnaires. 
A refinement of the hypothesis into at least two 
component parts would have helped clarify the matter. If 
interest and activity had been held separate on all measures, 
results may have been more clear-cut. Even as they stand, 
however, these results do not lend support to Callahan's 
statement. In the present study, while sensitivity group 
participants were not more socio-politically aware and active 
than non-participants, neither were they ~ $ware and active. 
Hypothesis 2 was that sensitivity group participants 
would have a wider range of interests than non-participants. 
More specifically, it was hypothesized that those who were 
interested in fostering their own psychological growth would 
display a wider range of interest areas than others. This 
hypothesis was not confirmed; all subjects had a similar 
range of interests. 
It is interesting to note that a combination of 
Hypothesis 1 and 2 results in stronger support for the notion 
that sensitivity group participants have greater socio-
Joli tical interests than non-participants. One might surmise, 
ln terms of Hypothesis 1 alone, that the greater number of 
socio-political interests registered by the sensitivity group 
participants was related to a greater number of interests 
in all areas. Results for Hypothesis 2 show that this is not 
the case. Both groups had a similar range of interests; the 
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interests of the participants, however, tended to be more 
socio-political in nature than did those of the control group. 
As an added factor, social desirability here probably favored 
activity over passivity, influencing both sets of subjects to 
list more interests and activities than were actually true of 
them. 
Hypothesis J, that sensitivity group participants 
would be more adventurous than non-participants, was confirmed. 
It was thought that those who would enter into the unknown, 
"psychologically risky" experience of the sensitivity group 
would be more open toward many such new experiences. In fact, 
this attitude could be one of the main factors in a person's 
self-selection into a sensitivity group. 
Hypothesis 4, that high-involved sensitivity group 
participants would be more socio-politically aware and active 
than low-involved participants, was not confirmed, e.nd led to 
a most interesting result. The low-involved group proved to 
be more aware and active than the high-involved group on all 
measures, to a significant degree (p<.05.) There could be 
several explanations for these facts. 
Since socio-political interest and activity are con-
sidered highly desirable characteristics in our society, the 
problem of social desirability in questionnaires as Edwards 
(1953) described it may well have had an effect on the results. 
Even though this self-report questionnaire was constructed to 
minimize the effects of response sets (Anastasi, 1968; Cronbach, 
1946; Edwards, 1953) as stated before, subjects may have marked 
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more interests and activities than were really true. Further, 
this effect may have interacted with the processes ta.king place 
within the sensitivity group. Since one of the goals of groups 
is greater openness and honesty (Egan, 1970; Gottschalk & 
Pattison, 1969; Rogers, 1969; Schutz, 1966), it could be argued 
ths.t those participants who are highly involved in the group 
processes are trying to be more honest than those who are less 
involved. Consequently, the high-involved group would be less 
likely to attribute to themselves socially desirable qualities. 
The low-involved group, on the other hand, might be less self-
scrutin1zing, and more prone to a social desirability response 
set. 
A second explanation of~.these results might be that 
the person highly involved in the sensitivity group is con-
cerned primarily with psychic growth, and is at that moment 
in his life not as invested in social and political problems 
as someone who is not quite as involved with psychological 
considerations. 
Still another possible explanation is that the person 
highly involved in the sensitivity group is the kind of person 
who may be interested in a very few things, but is deeply 
committed to those things in which he does take an interest. 
The one who is less involved in the sensitivity group, on the 
other hand, may be the dilettante, the person who is interested 
1n many things, but deeply committed to none. He may be the 
one who is active socially and poll t1cally. This is e.n 
interesting consideration, and a good problem for future re-
search. 
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Purther Cons1derat1ons 
The current study 1s of particular value as a pilot 
project in resolving some of the inconsistencies in sensiti-
vity group literature. At present, this 11terature focusea 
on studies of outcome and participant changes due to sensiti-
vity group pa.rtic1pat1on. Little or nothing has been done 
to determine any consistent personality or attitudinal char-
acteristics of the pre-sensitivity group participant, if in 
fact such consistencies do exist. What kind of person enters 
such a group in the first place? Once these factors are 
attended to, the possible effects such an experience has on 
the person will be viewed in better perspective. 
More specifically, in view of the present pilot study, 
further research should involve larger numbers of subjects, 
and a more standardized questionnaire, since the questionnaire 
was composed specifically for this study. A standardized 
questionnaire, er at least one that has been validated, would 
lend greater overall validity to the results. 
The current experimental subjects received course 
credit for participation in the group, and thi.s factor may 
have influenced the participant's decision to enter the group. 
Use of subjects in a group in which membership is not dependent 
on any other variable might provide purer and more generalizable 
results. 
Following on the present study, other participant 
characteristics which might bear investigation are intelligence, 
psychological stability, tolerance for ambiguity, hostility and 
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anxiety levels, need for affiliation and achievement, self-
esteem, extraversion or introversion, submission or dominance, 
and psychological depression or elation. These variables are 
all personality characteristics which might conceivably have 
a bearing on (a) self-selection into a group, (b) the behavior 
within a group, and (c) the results of such an experience on 
the person. For these reasons, it is important, on any scien-
tific investigation of the area, to determine base-line 
characteristics of this nature. 
Chapter VI 
Summary; 
In order to investigate attitudinal characteristics of 
sensitivity group -oarticir.:iants, four specific hypotheses were 
tested: (a) sensitivity group narticipants would be more 
socially and politically aware and active than non-participants; 
(b) sensitivity group particinants would have a wider range of 
interests than non-participants; (c) participants would be 
more adventurous than non-participants; and (d) those partici-
pants rated by the group leader as high-active and involved 
within the sensitivity group would be more active socially and 
politically than sensitivity group participants rated as low-
active. A biographical and interest-oriented questionnaire was 
administered to 86 undergraduate and graduate students, 59 
who had enrolled in a sensitivity group, and 27 who were en-
rolled in a Psychology course. Sensitivity group trainers were 
later asked to rate participants on the extent of their involve-
ment in the sensitivity group. Objective scores and judges' 
clinical ratings were determined. 
Hynothesis (a) received mixed support; the difference 
\)etween sensitivity group participants and non-participants on 
socio-political interest was significant (p.t...05), but there 
~as no s1gn1ficant difference in activity. While hypotheses 
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(b) and (d) were not confirmed, hypothesis (c),that parti-
cipants would be more adventurous than non-participants, was 
confirmed (p< .05). This study was discussed in terms of 1ts 
value as a pilot project in determining some base-line char-
acteristics of sensit.1vity group participants, whereas 
previous studies often prematurely focused on participant 
changes without defining original participant characteristics. 
Appendix !. 
As you have probably guessed, this is a research project. 
Please do not give your name, and try to answer the question-
naire as honestly as possible. There is no need to be lengthy; 
in fact, brief, concise answers will be greatly appreciated. 
Thank you for your time and your help. 
PERSONAL INTEREST SURVEY 
Grade Point Average 
----
U.S.Nat1ve~ Other ____ _ 
Father's Education 
-------
Mother's Education 
-------
Number of Siblings 
-------
Order in Family (e.g. eldest, 
second oldest) 
-------~ 
Live at Home_ Board __ _ 
Apartment 
-----
A. For each of the following questions, please check YES or 
NO. If the answer is YES, please elaborate in the space 
provided. 
*l. Do you work? YES_NO_ 
(If YES, full or part-time? Volunteer or paid?) 
*2. Do you belong to any political organization? (If YES, which one(s)?) 
*). Do you belong to any other organizations? 
(e.g. social, religious, service-oriented 
ones -- If YES, which one(s)?) 
YES_NO_ 
YES NO 
--
* Questions used to compute objective scores. All others were 
buffer items. This code was not present on the original 
questionnaire. 
'.J'l\5 TO\.V~ 
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*4. Are you active in student government? 
(e.g. LSGA, SAB, CWN -- If YES, in what 
way?) 
5. Do you actively participate in any reli-
gion? 
(If YES, which one?) 
*6. Have you ever participated in demon-
strations? 
(If YES, for what cause?) 
7. Do you regularly read a newspaper? 
(If YES, which one(s) ?) · 
8. Have you ever been in a sensitivity 
group? 
{If YES, when?) 
9. Do you have any specific physical health 
problems? 
(If YES, what?) 
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YES NO 
--
YES_NO_ 
YES NO 
--
YES_NO_ 
YES_NO_ 
YES_NO_ 
* Questions used to compute objective scores. All others 
were buffer items. This code was not present on the 
original questionnaire. 
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10. Have you traveled much? 
(If YES, 1n what countries?) YES_NO_ 
B. Please answer the following questions as concisely as 
possible. 
*l. What 1s the most adventurous thing you can think of doing? 
2. In what size town have you lived most of your life? 
J. What do you like to read? 
4. In what career are you presently interested? 
5. What kinds of schools (private, public, parochial, other) 
have you attended? 
6. How would you describe your body build? 
7. What is your political orientation? 
8. How often do you go out on dates? 
9. What is the most creative thing you could think of doing? 
* Questions used to comnute objective scores. All others 
were buffer items. This code was not present on the 
original questionnaire. 
10. Name your top three heroes or heroines. 
11. If you could be anything at all, what would you be? 
C. On the next section, please check any of the items in 
wh1eh you are interested. 
autos 
*air pollution 
art 
acting 
*Black Panthers 
collecting 
carpentry 
classics 
*demonstrations 
dating 
dancing 
designing 
exercising 
*ecology 
*Egypt-Israeli conflict 
*Earth Day 
fraternities 
gardening 
gambling 
house repairs 
inventing 
music 
movies 
museums 
opera 
pets 
plays 
painting 
reading 
•religion 
science 
sports 
*SDS 
sewing 
travel 
*Vietnam 
writing 
*YAF 
*From the preceding list, please indicate the three sub-
jects which interest you the ~' and on a scale from 1 to 
5, rate the extent of your involvement or participation 
in them. 
1. 
discussion 
1 2 4 
very active 
participation 
s 
*Questions used to compute objective,scores. All others were 
buffer ite~s. This code was not present on the original 
questionnaire. 
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2. 
l 2 4 5 
discussion very active 
participation 
J. 
l .2 4 5 
discussion very active 
participation 
Sentence ComEletio~ 
Complete these sentences according to how you typically 
behave 2!: ~· Try to do every one. 
1. When I feel angry at someone, I 
----------------~~ 
2. When I feel like I want to cry, I 
J. When I feel like I want to be close to somebody, I 
4. When I feel lonely, I ~·~--------~~-------------
5. When I want to talk most honestly about myself, I~ 
6. When I get nervous, I 
------~~~~--~~--~-------
7. When I am disappointed with what I have done, I ____ 
8. When I feel like I want to hug someone, I 
----------
9. When something very pleasant or exciting happens to 
me, I ------------~~------~~--~~----~--~----~ 
10. When I have an important decision to make, I ------~ 
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Complete these sentences according to how you would 
ideally ~ ,!2 ~ zourself behave .Q.t !!2!• Try to do every 
one. 
1. When I feel angry at someone, I 
2. When I feel like I want to cry, I 
~-~---~~~~~ 
J. When I feel like I want to be close to somebody, I __ 
4. When I feel lonely, I 
--~~~~~~~~~~~~-~ 
5. When I want to talk most honestly about myself, I ___ 
6. When I get nervous, I --~~~~~~-~~~~~-~ 
7. When I am disappointed with what I have done, I __ _ 
8. When I feel like I want to hug someone, I 
------
9. When something very pleasant or exciting happens to 
me, I 
10. When I have an important decision to make, I 
Appendix B 
A Contract 
for a Laboratory 
In Interpersonal Growth 
This laboratory in interpersonal relations will be conducted ac-
cording to a contract. The purpose of the contract is to provide a 
facilitating structure for the group experience and to let you know 
the nature of the experience you are about to enter.· Plea.se read the 
following contract carefully and then decide whether you would 
like to participate or not in the kind of experience described in the 
contract. If you want to participate in the group, you must sub-
scribe to the contract. 
The Goals of the Group. The overriding goal of the group is, of 
course, interpersonal growth. Interpersonal growth involves dis-
covering new ways of being present to others. Personal growth, too, 
is a goal of the group, but it is assumed that all that is good in per-
sonal growth (e.g., reduction of anxiety, enhanced feelings of self-
worth, a keen sense of self-identity) must be placed at the service 
of interpersonal relationships. Man is a relation[!} being and the 
height of his growth lies in his relationships with others. 
Leadership in the Group. The group will have a leader, but since 
he is not a leader in the traditional sense of that term, he is some-
times referred to by different titles, such as "trainer" or "facilitator." 
The name is not important, but his function is. He is skilled in group 
dynamics and has had a good deal of experience participating in 
and working with groups. However, he is in the group because he, 
too, is interested in growing interpersonally. Therefore, he sub-
scribes to the same contract that you do; that is, he is a leader-
member. As leader, his function is to put his knowledge of groups 
and his experience in groups at the service of your group. He is a 
resource person, not a super-member. He is someone like you, in-
terested in increasing his interpersonal effectiveness by involving 
himself with you. If certain provisions of the contract are not clear, 
he will explain them to you, but he is not in the group as teacher, 
at least in the traditional sense. In fact, a good teacher is one who 
likes to get together with others in order to learn. 
The ideal is that the leadership qualities he demonstrates become 
diffused among the ·members of the group so that, in a sense, the 
group might act as its own leader. He will work for that diffusion. 
What are some of the specific things he will do? He will tell you 
about some of the difficulties that face most beginning laboratory 
groups. For instance, some groups spend a good deal of time deal-
ing with the leader; that is, they make him a father figure and try 
to work out authority problems with him. However, in this group, 
the leader is not meant to be an authority figure. It is not that the 
participants may not work through authority problems, but there 
are other ways of doing this besides focusing on the group leader. 
If too much time is spent dealing with the leader, this can prove 
detrimental to the overriding goal of the group. In this group, inter-
personal growth means that the members are to spend a good deal 
of time involving themselves with one another (including the 
leader-member). 
From the beginning, the leader-member will model the kinds of 
behavior called for by the contract. Again, he does so not because he 
is completely self-actualized in the area of interpersonal relating, 
but because the sooner the group begins to engage in contractual 
behayiot, the better. 
The Laboratory Nature of the Group Experience. The experi-
ence you are about to enter is called a laboratory for a number of 
reasons. Part of the contract is to accept the experience as a labora-
tory. This is what a laboratory entails: 
( 1) Learning by doing. You will learn how to relate to others 
more effectively by actually relating. You will see yourself in action 
and you will talk about the ways in which you relate to the other 
members of the group. 
( 2) . A climate of experimentation. The term "laboratory" implies 
experimentation. You wiJI experiment with your own behavior, at-
tempting to relate to others in new ways. This does not mean that 
the group will invent new ways of acting. Rather, you will try to 
deal with others in ways that you do not ordinarily use in your day-
to-day contacts. For instance, if you are usually quiet and reserved, 
you may experiment with speaking up in the group. For you, this is 
a new way of being present to others. 
( 3) No pre;udging the experiment. The person who comes to the 
laboratory convinced that the experiment will not work usually 
leaves it feeling quite self-satisfied. His prophecy has been self-
fullilling. You are asked not to prejudge the experience but, rather, 
to reserve your judgment. The only way you will ever know whether 
the experiment works or not is to give yourself to it as completely 
as possible. . 
(4) Feedback. Your own behavior is the major input in the 
laboratory. But trying new ways of behaving is somewhat useless 
unless it is possible to determine how this behavior strikes others. 
Therefore, you are asked not only to react to others but to tell others 
how their behavior strikes you. You, too, will receive feedback from 
the other participants. By means of such feedback, you should come 
to a better understanding of your own interpersonal abilities and 
limitations. 
Try to get a feeling for your ability to involve yourself with others. 
All of us have strong points and all of us have areas of deficit in our 
interpersonal living. Use the group to get a feeling for both. 
Rules of Immediacy. If the laboratory experience is to be inten-
sive, it must be as immediate as possible. Certain rules facilitate a 
climate of immediacy in the group. 
(I) The here and now. Deal with the here and now rather than 
the there and then. Your interactions with one another are the most 
important part of the laboratory. When you do talk about things 
that have happened or are happening outside the group, do so in 
such a way as to make them relevant to what is happening in the 
group. If you keep talking about things outside the group, people 
and situations unfamiliar to the other participants, you will lose 
their interest. Make the outside and the past somehow present to 
your fellow group members. Talking about people and things out-
side the group is sometimes a way of fleeing from more intensive 
group interaction. 
(2) Cooperation. Your goals can be reached only if you cooperate 
· with one another. This does not mean at all that there will not be 
disagreements, but interpersonal growth is much more likely to take 
place in an atmosphere of cooperation than in one of competition 
or conspiracy. This does not mean that you have to be "nice" for 
the sake of being nice; a cooperative group structure does not ex-
clude strong feeling and confrontation. But there is little immediacy 
unless you move toward the other person in an effort to involve 
yourself with him. The contract provides a structure for coopera-
tion. If you are fulfilling the provisions of the contract, you can be 
sure that you are cooperating with the other participants. 
( 3) Avoid generalities. When you speak, try to be concrete and 
specific. For instance, when speaking about yourself, use "I." Do 
not use "you" when you mea~ "I." In fact, try to avoid using general 
words to refer to people, such as "you," "one," "people," "men," 
"they," "we," and the like. Do not say: "There are some people in 
the group with whom I get along better,'' but rather: "I seem to get 
along better with John and Mary than with any of the other mem-
bers of the group." Finally, do not make speeches to the whole 
group; even if you want to address the whole group, try to address 
the group through another member. For instance, say: "John, you 
were not really listening to me this morning; in fact, this seems to be 
a group problem: we don't really listen 'to one another." If you 
address yourself always to the whole group, the other members will 
often sit there and listen respectfully to you, but no one will respond 
to you. Speeches addressed to everybody tend to be addressed to 
nobody. In summary, use "I" when you mean "I"; be concrete, avoid-
ing vagueness and generalities; try to address individuals in the 
group, even when you are addressing the entire group (in a way, 
you are always addressing the entire group whenever you speak). 
( 4) Do not "siphon off" issues of concern to the group. Some-
times group members get together in twos and threes and work 
through issues that have arisen within the group. There is nothing 
wrong with this provided you summarize to the group what has 
taken place. If the issues come up within the group, then, in some 
sense, they belong to it. If these issues, then, are settled outslde, 
some of the life of the group is "siphoned off,'' and the group be-
comes somewhat anemic because of it; that is, it loses a degree of 
immediacy. 
The Elements of Dialogue: Emotion, Language, and the Fusion of 
the Two. You will contact one another principally by talking. to one 
another. Language, then, and the expression of feeling are crucial 
factors for this experiment. 
(I) Emotion. Try to Jet reality have an emotional impact on you, 
espcciaJly the reality of the other members of the group. Let your-
se1f feel various emotions; feel what it is like to experience these 
emotions. Secondly, let yourself react as constructively as possible 
to what you experience. Do not try to hide the emotional dimensions 
of yourse1f. Do not be overly intellectual: ideas are certainly im-
portant, but in laboratories in interpersonal relations, emotions are 
equa1ly important. Tell others, then, not just how you think about 
things, but how you feel about them. Sometimes our ideas and our 
emotions do not coincide. It is good to be able to recognize this 
division within yourself. 
(2) Human language. Get a new feeling for the power of human 
language. How do you translate yourself into language? Find out 
whether your language gives expression to the deep you or only to 
the superficial you. If you tend to use lifeless language in your day-
to-day contacts, experiment with a more forceful use of language in 
the group. Try to avoid cliches; use words that have more power 
than the words you ordinarily use. Language can be a form of con-
tact or it can be a barrier between you and the others; try to make 
your language as contact-producing as possible. If you speak in 
cliches and generalities, this might well reflect an unwillingness on 
your part to make deeper contacts with others. 
( 3) Poeft'y: welding feeling to language and language to feeling. 
Try to Jet your feelings find expression in language and let your 
language be colored by feeling. Some of us experience things deeply, 
but we cannot translate our experience into language. The labora-
tory is an opportunity to make attempts to do just that. When you 
succeed, your language will be, in one of the deepest senses, poetry} 
for it wiJI be an integrated expression of the person you are. 
The Core Interactions. The heart of this contract and, there-
fore, of the group experience itself is the interaction in which you 
wi11 engage. You are asked to experiment with the kinds of inter-
action listed below. They are ways of contacting others, of involving 
yourself with others and, therefore, off er possibilities of growing 
with others. You are asked, then, to engage in the following kinds 
of activity in the group: 
(I) Self-disclosure. You are asked to be open about yourself. 
This means that you are to talk about yourself in such a way as to 
get the real you (rather than a facade) across to others. In one 
sense, facts about yourself are not important in themselves; the fact 
that through them you translate yourself to others in the group is 
important. You are not asked to reveal your past life or your darkest 
secrets. You are important, not your secrets. What you say about 
yourself should encourage others to "come in"; that is, self-disclosure 
should constitute a kind of invitation to others to involve themselves 
with you. 
It is up to you to determine how you will talk about yourself and 
what you will say. This sounds very abstract right now, 
0
and it will 
be easier to determine in the give and take of the group interaction. 
There are various levels of self-di!>closure: the more personal some-
thing is, the deeper it is. The general level of self-revelation is 
determined by the group itself and depends on a number of factors 
-for instance, the willingness of individuals to take risks and the 
level of trust in the group. The point is that the group members, and 
not the contract, determine the level at which they will work. You 
will, undoubtedly, reveal yourself at a level at which you feel com-
fortable, or perhaps a little beyond (that is, you will "risk" talking 
about yourself). A moderate degree of anxiety in the group is gen-
erally a sign that you are working at least a little beyond the level of 
comfort, and such anxiety, if controlled, can be a help rather than a 
hindrance. Self-disclosure, if it is authentic, if it is really a transla-
tion of yourself, tends to create intimacy. If you have difficulty talk-
ing about yourself, if you become too anxious, it might well be that 
you fear rejection, but it is also possible that you are afraid of the 
intimacy to which self-revelation leads. 
Self-disclosure must be in keeping with the here and now rule. 
If you talk about your past, you should do so because it tells some-
thing about the kind of person you are here and now in this group. 
If you talk about how you are outside the group, this, too, should be 
made relevant to the you that is in the group. That is, self-disclosure 
should stimulate interaction with others. Never just talk on about 
yourself to a passive audience. In keeping with the here and now 
rule, one area of self-disclosure is most important: You should talk 
about what is happening to you in the group. For instance, if you 
are anxious, let others know that you are anxious: others want to 
deal with you as you are, but this is impossible if you hide your 
feelings. If you are bored, let others know immediately. It is deadly 
to wait an hour and then tell others that you have been bored. In a 
sense, you are responsible for your own boredom if you do not 
speak up. 
Finally, although it was said above that you do not have to talk 
about your deepest secrets, you may speak as deeply about yourself 
as you wish. The point is that you will not be forced to do so. Some-
times, if someone else speaks rather personally about himself, you 
will find it easier to talk about yourself (but you should remember 
that this works the other way around also). 
(2) The manner of expressing feeling. Above, you were encour-
aged to Jet emotion be part of the group experience. Too often, we 
swallow our feelings (for instance, our anger) only to let them filter 
out in rather unproductive ways (we become cold or uncoopera-
tive, we make snide remarks or remain silent, etc.). There is another 
possibility, however: speak frankly about your emotion-laden con-
tacts with one another. For instance, if you are angry, instead of just 
blowing up or swallowing your anger, Jet the other know that you 
are angry and would like to work it through: "John, I'm really angry 
with what you said, but I'd like to tell you why and get some re-
sponse from you. If possible, I want to work this out with you 
here." Perhaps such frankness, coupled with a desire to work things 
through, would constitute for you a new way of being present to 
another. 
( 3) Listening. It is amazing to discover how poorly we listen to 
others. The contract asks you to examine your ability to listen. 
Listening does not mean just hearing words and sentences and 
understanding their meaning; rather, it means reaching out for 
what another has to say; it means listening to persons rather than 
just ideas. Leaming to pick up all the eues that others emit, both 
verbal and nonverbal, is part of listening. Facial expressions, ges-
tures, a shrug of the shoulders, bodily positions-all of these are 
sources of communication. Often, too, when we communicate with 
one another, we embed surplus messages in our overt communica-
tions by the way we say things. You are asked to become sensitive 
to the surplus-message aspects of communication also. 
( 4) Support. It is difficult for people to "put themselves on the 
line," that is, to engage in meaningful self-disclosure and to express 
feelings responsibly. When you and the other members of the group 
do make sincere attempts to fulfill the contract, then you need sup-
port. It is assumed that you are basically supportive, that is, that 
you have some kind of basic acceptance of others simply because 
they are; otherwise you would not want to engage in an experience 
for interpersonal growth. Still, you can accept others sincerely with-
out always approving of everything they do. It may be, for instance, 
that you reveal things about yourself which you yourself do not 
, 
approve. Obviously, then, though you would expect others to sup-
port you in your self-disclosure, you would hardly expect them to 
approve of the things that you disapprove of in yourself. 
Support has two phases. The antecedent phase consists in en-
couraging others to fulfill the contract. For instance, one of the best 
ways of encouraging others to fulfill the contract is to fulfill it your-
self. The leader-member will try to do just this by modeling the 
behavior called for by the contract. The second phase refers to your 
support of those who do engage in contractual interaction. Others 
will reveal themselves; they will express their feelings. Support then 
means giving some kind of recognition that the other has fulfilled 
the contract, that he has done a good thing. Support means being 
responsive to the behavior of others. Again, engaging in contractual 
behavior is an excellent way of giving phase-2 support. For in-
stance, if one of the members engages in responsible self-disclosure, 
you may give him a good deal of support by revealing something 
about yourself in the same area, something that responds to his 
concern. 
Although support is absolutely necessary for effective group op-
eration, it is also perhaps one of the most difficult of the contractual 
provisions. When someone "invites you in" by being open about 
himself, you may feel gauche and find it difficult to respond to him. 
When someone speaks feelingly about himself, it is too easy to 
ignore his feelings (for this may be an uncomfortable aspect of his 
communication) and to try to deal with him on an intellectual level 
-for instance, by asking him a lot of questions. Because of our dis-
comfort, we try to intellectualize the whole process. However, if you 
are made uncomfortable by what another says, if you are unable 
to respond in what you think would be a meaningful way, do not 
pretend that you can. Countedeit support, expressed in such cliches 
as "I understand," and "I know how you feel," deadens group 
process. Perhaps your best response is to admit that you are un-
comfortable, that you are at a loss for a response. This can be 
supportive in itself, because it is honest. Do not try to show conven-
tional sympathy to others merely because you think that you should 
say something. Support is the gift of one's person and not the ful-
fillment of a convention. Leaming to be present to others in mean-
ingful support is one of the most important tasks of the group 
experience. 
( 5) Confronting others. Sometimes you will find it _impossible 
to agree with what another person is saying or doing. If this is true, 
tell him so as honestly as you can, and tell him why. This is con-
frontation. Confrontation is, basically, an invitation to another to 
examine or reflect upon his behavior "in community," that is, in the 
context of the group. For instance, perhaps another person in the 
group is simply not fulfilling the provisions of the contract at all 
(if he is silent all the time, he could not be). If you tell him this and 
ask him to examine his behavior, then you are confrontmg him. 
The way you confront, however, is very important: the cardinal 
rule is that you should confront another because you are con-
cerned about him and want to involve yourself with him. Confronta-
tion is not just irresponsible "telling a person off." Responsible 
confrontation is an invitation to self-examination, not an act of 
punishment. If you are merely punishing another, you might find 
some relief (for instance, from your anger), but you are doing little 
to set up interpersonal contact between yourself and the other. 
Undeniably, confrontation will almost always have some kind of 
punitive side effects (none of us likes to be challenged because of 
allegedly negative forms of behavior), but punishment cannot con-
stitute the rationale of confrontation. Sometimes it is difficult to 
confront without making punishment the primary purpose of the 
act. Confrontation, then, is something you must experiment with 
in the group. 
( 6) Responding to confrontation. If confrontation is responsible, 
that is, if it really is an invitation to self-examination, then obviously 
the best response is self-examination. However, when we are con-
fronted, even by someone who is concerned for us and wants to 
involve himself with us, our instinctive· response is often twofold: 
to defend ourselves and to attack the confronter. That is, we respond 
to the punitive side effects of confrontation instead of to the con-
frontation itself. Therefore, try to listen to what the one confronting 
is saying and not just to the feelings he is evoking in you. If what 
he says is true and if, in addition, he wants to involve himself with 
you, then it is to your advantage to listen, to examine yourself, and 
to respond to him. This is difficult, but frequently rewarding. 
Self-disclosure, expression of feeling, listening, support, con-
frontation, and response to confrontation-these, then, are the forms 
of interpersonal behavior with which you are asked to experiment. 
The ability to engage freely and responsibly in such behaviors is 
interpersonal growth. 
A Stance against Flight. Engaging in the kinds of interactions 
described above is not easy, and therefore we find ways of running 
away from group process. We tend to run away because we are 
anxious, because we prefer not to know the truth about ourselves, 
because it is painful, perhaps, to be the object of another's concern. 
You are asked, then, to take a stance against all the different forms 
of flight from intimate group interaction: calling upon humor when-
ever things get too serious, keeping one's feelings to oneself, spend-
ing a good deal of time on intellectualized interpretations of the 
behavior of others. You must become sensitive to the ways you flee 
group process and to the different ways in which the group as a 
whole tends to flee (e.g., by tacitly deciding not to talk about certain 
subjects). Confronting modes of flight in yourself and in the group 
is essential to the life of the group. One mode of flight is extremely 
destructive: cynicism about the experience even before one enters 
into it. The person who comes to the group believing that he will 
get nothing from it will leave having fulfilled his own prophecy. Try 
not to flee from your anxiety by employing defenses. Rather, handle 
your anxiety by dealing with it in the group. It is obvious, by now, 
that the contract demands that you be active in the group. Silence 
and withdrawal are types of flight. Perhaps, in other groups, the 
nonactive member profits, even though he adds little more than his 
presence. This cannot be the case in the contract group. 
Freedom. This contract is not meant to constrain you; it is meant 
to help you channel your freedom. It says, for instance, that self-
disclosure is a value in this group, but it does not say what you 
must talk about, nor does it dictate the level of disclosure. This is 
something that you must work out yourself in the give and take of 
group interaction. You must choose the kinds of interaction most 
meaningful to you. Some of the experiments you engage in in the 
group will be successes and some failures, but this is a reflection 
of life itself. Try not to expect either too much or too little from 
the group. The only way you can really learn about the possibilities 
of the group experience is by giving yourself to it. 
Appendix .Q 
Name of Group Participant 
~--~~--~~~--~--------------
For each of the following variables, please rate the above 
participant on a 10-point scale, ranging from negative be-
havior to perfection. 
1. Fulfillment of contract: how well did this person ful-
fill the requirements of the contract overall? 
1 2 ) 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
refusal to perfect fulfill• 
engage in ment of contract 
contractual behavior 
behavior 
2. Initiative 
l 2 J 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
refusal to perfect 
initiate initiative 
). Self Disclosure 
1 2 ) 4 5 6 7 8 9 ·10 
revealed perfect 
nothing self-disclosure 
~. Support: how well did this person provide psychological 
support and safety for the others in the group? 
l 2 J 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
gave no support perfect support 
Appendix Q 
Dear Judge, 
Thank you for your helpl What I'm interested in 
is finding out your clinical impressions of each subject on 
two variables - 1) ~ level .2f. ~social-political interest 
(how interested and active he is in relevant social and 
political issues today). Questions A 1, 2, 3, 4, and 6; 
B 3, 4, 7, and 10; and the interest checked on part C are 
all intended to measure this. I'd like you to give an over-
all rating from 1 to 8 on this variable, from no interest (1) 
through maybe belonging to one organization or participating 
in one demonstration (4), to very active interest and much 
activity (8). Likewise, with 2) how adventurous he is (how 
-- ---
likely 1s he to seek out new and exciting things to do and/ 
or see). Question B. 1 is asking this directly, plus whatever 
"flavor" you glean from the whole questionnaire. Again, 
please give one overall rating on a scale from 1 to 8, from 
rocking in a chair (1) through maybe travelling alone (4) to 
space flight, or whatever you consider to be most adventurous 
( 8). 
So, on the cha.rt provided, next to the subject's 
number, please give him 2 scores - one on social-political 
interest and one on adventurousness, and write the number 
ratings given 1n the appropriate columns next to the number. 
Again, thank you very much for your time and helpl 
Sue Cunningham 
Appendix E 
Raw Scores 
Ident. Al2J46 C how how many top J total total 
No. many of 10 S-P S-P interests 
l* 0 0 0 l 1 11 
2*** 0 7 0 0 0 14 
.3 1 21 4 0 0 15 
4** 2 11 2 0 0 12 
5* 0 25 4 0 0 lJ 
6** 1 25 8 0 0 15 
7* 0 16 0 0 0 14 
8*** 0 10 1 1 4 11 
9* 3 11 2 1 1 5 
10 1 10 2 1 .5 11 
11 4 18 4 2 8 12 
12 1 12 3 0 0 8 
13* 2 14 4 0 0 10 
14*** l 11 4 0 0 11 
1.5* 0 19 0 0 0 15 
16*** 0 15 2 1 4 13 
17* 0 18 2 0 0 13 
18** 1 1.5 5 0 0 15 
19 0 19 0 0 0 10 
20 2 18 .5 2 7 12 
21* 0 6 1 0 0 9 
22 l 20 3 0 0 13 
23 2 24 7 0 0 10 
24 0 12 l 0 0 11 
25* 1 20 5 2 8 12 
26 3 1.5 0 0 0 12 
27* 2 16 5 1 4 lJ 
28 0 14 3 1 1 8 
29* 2 13 1 0 0 10 
JO J 14 1 1 5 13 
31* l 13 3 0 0 14 
32*** 2 24 7 0 0 12 
JJ* 1 17 2 ·o 0 13 
34*** 1 16 6 0 0 10 
35 1 18 4 2 5 8 
J6** 1 17 3 0 0 15 
37* 0 6 1 0 0 8 
H1 *** 
Lo ** 
- .)'+-
Raw Scores 
Ident. Al2346 C how how many top 3 total total 
No. many Of 10 S-P S-P interests 
38** 1 17 4 1 4 13 
39* 1 9 0 0 0 8 
40 .::.1 10 3 0 0 14 
41* 0 22 5 0 0 ll 
42 1 17 3 l 4 9 
43 3 20 6 1 4 11 
44 2 27 7 0 0 15 
45* 2 11 0 0 0 13 
46** 1 9 2 0 0 10 
47* 1 4 l 0 0 7 
48 2 15 4 0 0 9 
49* 0 7 2 0 0 lJ 
50 1 14 2 0 0 lJ 
51* 0 7 0 0 0 lJ 
52** 2 19 6 l 3 12 
53;:- 0 21 5 0 0 11 
54*** 1 11 4 0 0 12 
.55* 2 25 6 1 5 14 
56*** 2 21 8 l 4 lJ 
57* J 29 6 0 0 13 58 2 8 2 0 0 8 
59* 2 6 0 0 0 15 
60 2 9 1 0 0 14 
61* 0 15 6 1 5 15 
62*** 0 14 5 0 0 12 
6J* 1 21 4 1 5 14 
64 1 J 0 0 0 lJ 
65* 2 10 2 2 J 6 
66 2 31 9 1 5 12 
67 
68 1 21 5 0 0 12 
69 2 12 4 1 5 13 
70*** l 8 2 1 4 10 
71*** 1 10 J 1 5 11 
72 2 19 4 0 0 11 
73 0 lJ 4 0 0 7 
74 1 14 2 2 6 10 
75 1 20 5 0 0 13 
76 J JO 9 0 0 10 
77** 2 19 5 0 0 14 
78** 2 20 6 l ~ 11 79 1 15 2 1 8 
80 l 11 1 1 4 11 
Hi *** 
Lo ** 
Control * 
---
Ident. 
No. 
81 
82 
83 
84*** 
8.5** 
86 
87*** 
88 
89 
90*** 
91** 
92** 
93 
Hi *** 
Lo ** 
Control * 
Al2346 C how 
many 
1 12 
1 17 
3 18 
0 15 
2 8 
0 18 
1 12 
1 16 
1 13 
l 10 
2 14 
1 14 
1 7 
how many top 3 total total 
Of 10 S-P S-P interests 
J 1 3 9 
1 0 0 12 
6 1 5 14 
5 1 1 5 
5 2 8 12 
6 0 0 11 
J 0 0 14 
6 0 0 13 
3 0 0 13 
2 0 0 10 
J 0 0 14 
4 1 4 14 
2 1 5 lJ 
Appendix .f 
Ratings 
Ident. Judge 1 Judge 2 Judge 3 
No. S-P Adv. S-P Adv. S-P Adv. 
l* 1 4 1 2 l 4 
2*** l 5 l 4 1 2 
3 6 5 3 4 2 4 
4** 6 4 3 4 4 3 
5* 4 5 l 2 2 3 
6** 6 5 4 5 3 2 
7* 4 8 2 2 2 5 
8*** 4 8 2 6 2 5 
9* 3 2 1 1 1 2 
10 5 8 2 6 2 4 
11 6 5 5 6 4 2 
12 3 6 J 6 2 1 
13* 4 6 4 5 3 3 
14*** 3 4 2 4 3 2 
15* 3 6 l 4 l 2 
16*** 2 8 l 5 3 J 
17* 1 2 1 1 1 2 
18** 5 7 4 7 4 4 
19 2 2 1 l 1 1 
20 6 8 5 6 5 2 
21* 3 5 1 J 1 1 
22 4 6 6 7 2 1 
23 4 2 4 J J 2 
24 4 5 2 1 l 3 
2.5* 6 6 3 5 4 2 
26 6 3 3 3 .5 J 
27* 7 5 5 4 5 J 
28 1 5 l 2 l l 
29* 6 4 7 7 3 3 
30 7 8 4 J 2 2 
31* 6 8 4 3 2 3 
32*** 8 7 7 8 6 7 
33* 2 7 l J 2 5 
34*** 3 3 2 4 4 J 
35 6 7 5 7 5 2 
36** 3 4 J 4 3 4 
37* 1 4 1 2 1 1 
J8** 2 1 3 2 J 3 
:::_Jj* 4 8 5 3 3 3 
40 5 3 2 2 3 J 
H1 *** 
Lo ** 
Control* 

Ident. 
No. 
88 
89 
90*** 
91** 
92** 
9J 
Hi *** 
Lo ** 
Control * 
Judge 1 
S-P Adv. 
5 5 
3 4 
4 5 
3 3 
2 .8 
5 2 
-58-
Ratings 
Judge 2 Judge 3 
S-P Adv. S-P Adv. 
J 5 3 3 
3 3 4 4 
5 4 3 4 
2 2 4 4 
2 5 4 4 
2 l s 4 
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